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THE ESAKHADDON SUCCESSION. 
By A. H. Godbet, 

The University of Chicago. 

In the preceding index the term mftr-sarru was not included, 
as it was not considered to need special explanation. But a care- 
ful examination of the numerous occurrences of the term suggested 
important bearings upon a mooted historical question. Perhaps 
this Sargonid title had in the later period a significance which it 
did not have in the earlier. In its technical sense it is considered 
a compound noun. That it has such special or restricted 
sense when used incidentally or in formulae of salutation, must 
be conceded for the sake of intelligibility. To translate "Peace 
to the king my lord: peace to a son of the king," when the king 
has several sons, would be too indefinite. It must be that " the 
king's son" kmt' e%oxn v (Johns, ADD. II, p. 182, "crown prince;" 
cf. Lehmann, Samassumuktn II, p. 108) is meant by mftr- 
sarru in such salutations. 

In H. 3, K. 492, and H. 365, Bu. 91-5-9, 141, Adadsumusur 
mentions one mar-sarru, without qualifying additions. Nabu- 
sumiddin, of the same period (JEL., pp. 131, 153), writes in H. 
65, K. 629 to the mftr-sarru. At a later time, in H. 66, K. 
1017, he knows of two princes of such rank, with distinctive 
qualifying epithets. Naburabiahe in H. 175, K. 614, writes to 
the mar-sarru concerning the shortcomings of the Sidonians. 
This suggests Esarhaddon's reign. Isdi-Nabu, H. 187, K. 589, 
and H. 189, K. 1048, addresses letters to the mftr-sarru. He is 
probably to be assigned to the reign of Esarhaddon (cf. JEL., 
p. 156). In H. 108, K. 519, Arad-Nftnft, court-physician of Esar- 
haddon's time, writes in his salutations, sulmu adannis ana 
mftr-sarri. Winckler's theory (AOF. II, p. 185) that Asur- 
mukinpale'a is meant here, because that prince is mentioned by 
name by Arad-Nana in H. 109, K. 532, can hardly be accepted ; 
the reason is insufficient. There is no evidence that Asurmukin- 
pale'a was ever crown prince. Winckler does not seem to recog- 
nize any technical sense for mftr-sarru, and the fact that it is 
specifically applied to two princes who are also called by name, 
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while the other sons of Esarhaddon are mentioned by name only. 
The niceties of Assyrian official etiquette must be given due con- 
sideration. In H. 430, Em. 72, we have a brief letter written 
by a m&r-sarru. It does not seem to occur to him that any 
confusion would result. Surely no other son of the king could write 
as mar-sarru. In H. 152, K. 1101 + K. 1221, Sarruna'id com- 
plains to the m&r-sarru that his property has been seized by 
one who is neither the king's agent nor the agent of the mar- 
sarru. In H. 404, 81-2-4, 62 the welfare of the m&r-sarru 
and his brothers is prayed for; compare like expressions for 
Asurb&nipal and his brothers in H. 453, K 948. In H. 614, K. 
1152, some one is asserted to be called by Sin and Samas 
a-na m&r-sarru-u-te mftt Assur. 

A number of these citations belong indisputably to the reign 
of Esarhaddon. We have evidence, then, that for some time 
during that reign one son of the king, and but one, held the 
official rank of mar-sarru. 

Does m&r-sarru, or mar-sarru rabu, as "crown prince," 
designate the eldest son of the king, as some translate (e. g. 
Johnston, JAOS. XX, p. 248; cf. contra, Lehmann, &amassum- 
uktn, II, p. 108), or does rabu imply precedence rather than 
seniority ? Sennacherib's name is suspected to refer to his being a 
younger son; yet l^unni in H. 216, K. 1062, says, "Peace to 
Sennacherib, the mar-sarru rabu, peace to the m&re sarri." 
Meissner in MVAG., 1904, pp. 181-84, and Johnston, JAOS. 
XXV, pp. 79 sqq., discuss H. 870, 82-5-22, 107. That letter, as 
they recognize, shows that Samassumukin, not Asurb&nipal, was 
the eldest living son of Esarhaddon, it being agreed that these 
two princes are referred to. Yet Samassumukin, we shall see, 
was not m&r-sarru rabu. The seniority of Samassumukin 
is also suggested by a boundary-stone inscription dating from 
the reign of Samassumukin, published by Winckler, AOF. I, 
pp. 498 sqq. The broken beginning speaks of m&ru restu sa 
Asur-ah-iddin sarru dannu sar kissati sar mat Assur, 
sar k&l sarr&ni sakkanak TIN. TIR.ki sar 1& san&n ahu 
talimu sa Asur-b&ni-apli sar kissati sar mftt Assur. The 
name of Samassumukin as the king referred to occurs two or 
three times in the body of the inscription. With the seniority of 
Samassumukin declared, we must probably regard talimu as 
signifying equality in rank instead of age. 
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The courtly letter above cited protests against a proposed 
division of authority. Some one speaks in behalf of the desig- 
nated prince of Assur against the proposal to place the eldest son 
upon the throne of Babylon. The style suggests Adadsum- 
usur; and this may find support in H. 594, K. 1118 (not quite 
understood, I think, by Behrens, ABB., p. 25). This latter let- 
ter shows that the king is angry at some reported remark of the 
old courtier upon the proposed relative standing of the mftr- 
sarru and Samassumukin, and orders a ban upon him. This 
letter settles, it would seem, which son of Esarhaddon was sole 
m&r-sarru for a time, as suggested by the first paragraph of 
this discussion. It Was not Samassumukin, as Whackier con- 
jectures, AOF. I, 415 sqq., quoted by Johnston, JAOS., 1904, 
p. 81, where he adds, "If Samassumukin were the eldest son of 
Esarhaddon, he would be the natural heir to the throne." But 
letters like H. 24, H. 439, H. 594, H. 740, mention one son of 
Esarhaddon as a mftr-sarru, and another as merely Samassu- 
mukin. The conjectures mentioned then fall to the ground. 
Yet Winckler may be correct in connecting the disturbances in 
the last year of Esarhaddon's reign with the arrangement for the 
succession. That Samassumukin's dignity was an afterthought, 
growing out of the Babylonian problem, seems then to be the 
fact. That Asurbftnipal was originally sole mftr-sarru has 
several other supports. In I.E., IV, 85, we have a tablet stating 
that a certain palace was built kirib alu Tarbisi ana musab 
Asurbftnipal m&r-sarru sa Mt-riduti. Remembering that 
the great assembly in the month Iyyar, proclaiming the co- 
ordinate princes, was held upon the eve of Esarhaddon's last 
expedition to Egypt, and that he died upon the road, it is 
extremely improbable that any palaces were planned or built in 
that brief interim. Had such been built, at that late period of 
his reign, Assyrian royal idiosyncrasies would lead us to expect 
Asurbftnipal's claiming to be the builder. This palace for the 
" crown prince " must belong to an earlier period, when Samassum- 
ukin was not yet designated as a mftr-sarru. Asurbftnipal is 
also called "the son of my heart," or favorite son, in this inscrip- 
tion. 

But how shall we understand Knudtzon 107, in which Esar- 
haddon inquires concerning the installation of Siniddinapal as 
crown prince? As we do not hear of him elsewhere, Knudtzon's 
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supposition is most plausible, that Siniddinapal, Esarh addon's 
first choice for successor, soon died, and the honor was then 
bestowed upon Asurb&nipal. This may be supported by the fact 
that in Kn. 66, 67, Asurb&nipal is merely "son of Esarhaddon 
king of Assyria;" in all other cases in which he is associated with 
Esarhaddon in these oracles, he is mftr-sarru sa bit riduti. 
He did not have this honor from the very beginning. 

Comparing H. 594, K. 1118, H. 117, K. 999, H. 118, K. 1026, 
H. 656, 82-5-22, 168, and H. 34, K. 981, we find protests from 
Adadsumusur and his friends that he did not say what he has 
been charged with saying. Notice especially the third and fourth. 
We observe in these also an effective reconciliation, and assur- 
ances that Adadsumusur and Arad-Gula will officiate, will share 
in the kannu ceremony(?) (ka-an-ni a-bi-is ni-za-az), and 
that they will support the proposed regime. (Does this word 
kannu in these letters mean "installation" or "ordination," from 
which "jurisdiction" or "province," an apparent meaning in 
other passages, may well be derivative? Compare H. 409, Km. 
2,2, obv. 10: amel bel pahati sa ka-ni mat U-ka-a-a: ke- 
pftni sa ka-ni, Knudtzon 107, obv. 4: kep&ni sa ka-an-ni, 
Kn. 109, obv. 7: rab al&ni sa ka-ni, H. 252, K. 525, obv. 8: 
and a letter of Istarsumeres on this subject, H. 670, K. 12, rev. 7, 
a-na ka-an-ni lu se-si-u: rev. 9, ki-ma sarri a-na ka- 
an-ni il-tu-si. Perhaps derivative from kanu, "reed." So 
SAS., Abp., Ill, p. 30. In various bas-reliefs we may see the 
king handing a reed to some one as token of a commission. 1 

The 22d of Tisrit may have been a day by which the nobles 
should recognize the proposed arrangements for the succession. 
References to um XXII kam u umu anniu recur in the letters 
cited above. In H. 740, 83-1-18, 26 Ikkaru greets the king; upon 
the reverse he adds a hearty greeting to Samassumukin, and also 
refers to that 22d day. In H. 34, K. 981, Istarsumeres, a close- 
friend of Adadsumusur, says, "My lord the king, from his heart 
he did not speak about it." It may be that he refers to the above- 
mentioned charge against his friend. 

With Asurb&nipal already generally known as a m&r-sarru 
and Samassumukin announced for the like dignity, we have some 
interesting correspondence, possibly upon the solemn prepara- 
tions for the great occasion. H. 24, K. 626 gives directions for 

1 See also Johns, ADD, II, p. 124, and further discussion in connection with the § a 1 § u. 
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certain ceremonies for averting evil from the mftr-sarru and 
Samassumukin, it would seem; while H. 23, K. 602 tells of 
prayers and ceremonies carefully performed, of purifications and 
propitiations already complete, on behalf of the mftr-sarru, and 
the mftr-sarru of Babylon. Samassumukin has now his new 
title, it appears. Marduksftkinsum, the author of these two 
letters, also mentions the mftr-sarru, Arad-Gula, Nabusumiddin, 
Nabumuduti, and the observances for the month Ab, in H. 17, 
K. 472, H. 18, K. 490. These all are mentioned in the preced- 
ing letters cited, and these two fragments may then deal with the 
same matters. Possibly H. 25, K. 639 does also. 

Other letters refer to the status of the two brothers. In H. 
434, Bu. 89-4-26, 163, Asurukin salutes the king, the mftr-sarru 
of Assur, and the mftr-sarru of Babylon. In rev. 22 he speaks 
of some one suspected of conspiracy, brought before the mftr- 
sarru for examination. The mftr-sarru evidently had some 
executive pre-eminence over the mftr-sarru of Babylon. The 
broken H. 439, K. 432, 7£f. greets Samassumukin, and refers to 
ceremonies performed before Ninkigal for the mftr-sarru, but 
not as yet for Samassumukin. In H. 654, 82-5-22, 103 Adad- 
sumusur addresses the mftr-sarru rabu, calling him also mftr- 
sar kissat mfttftti, and mftr-sar mfttftti three times. The 
old courtier certainly suggests that there is now more than one 
mftr-sarru, as contrasted with the state of affairs at the time he 
wrote H. 3 and H. 365 ; he is explicit as to the one now addressed. 
Even more interesting is his misplaced adjective, added as an 
afterthought in H. 10, K. 641: .... a-na mftr-sar mftt As- 
sur rabe bfili'a. One would suppose the necessity for the dis- 
tinction was new. In H. 658, 83-1-18, 81, he writes concerning 
the sickness of Asur-etil-same-irsiti-uballitsu, and mentions also 
the mftr-sarru sa kutalli — a variation of mftr-sarru sa 
bit-riduti. The sick prince, like Asurmukinpal6'a, previously 
mentioned, has no title, though a son of the king. The titled 
prince, we have already seen, is Asurbftnipal, in the opinion of 
Adadsumusur. 

We may refer here to letters like HH. 33, 202, 384, 386, con- 
cerning the taking of the adfi by officials and various towns. As 
they come to some extent from this same group of writers, and as 
Asurbftnipal declares solemn oaths were taken before his father's 
death, there is ground for believing that these letters may be con- 
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hected with the great event discussed. The data so far presented 
give a very consistent story of the plan for the succession. The 
months named and the events, compel us to place the publication 
of the king's later intentions at least as early as the year preced- 
ing the great assembly in the month Iyyar. We evidently have 
not a complete statement from Asurbanipal as to the object of 
that assembly. The nobles killed with the sword in the last 
year of Esarhaddon may have been those who refused to recog- 
nize the new honors of Samassumukln. 

That the mention of a mar-sarru and a mar-sarru of 
Babylon is not intended to include all Esarhaddon's family we 
know from the mention of untitled members, already noticed. 
We may add Arad-Nabu's letter, H. 113, K. 501, which on the 
reverse speaks of 6 nike sa Asurbani-apli m&r-sarru rabu- 
u, 'sa Samassumukln mar-sar B&bili 8 sa Seru'a-eterat 
9 sa Asur-mukln-pale-ia, 10 sa Sar-sam6-irsiti-uballitsu. 
Samasmttuballit is not mentioned, unless we could prove that 
the last prince in the letter is he. This I think improbable, but the 
name of the last prince is certainly the same as Asur-etil-same- 
irsiti-uballitsu, already mentioned. The view of Johns, ABLCL., 
p. 375, that the list gives the order of seniority in Esarhaddon's 
family cannot be maintained. We have seen that Asurbanipal, 
called in this letter the mar-sarru rabu, was not the eldest son. 
Winckler's theory, AOF. II, p. 183, that the last prince in this 
letter is Esarhaddon himself, is very curious. It would require 
us to believe that the punctilious Arad-Nabu disregarded here in 
a letter to the king the precedence due to him; the first law of 
official etiquette. Quite as curious is his theory that Asur-etil- 
ilani-uklnnl in H. 870 is also Esarhaddon. A princess named 
Seru'a-eterat occurs in each ; that is the only proof offered. He 
does not try to prove the two princesses to be one and the same 
save by the other assumption. 

Perhaps the problem of precedence occurred to Winckler, and 
produced his theory of a semi-abdication on the part of Esar- 
haddon, wherein the king retained the title sar-kissati and 
made Asurbanipal sar Assur. Neither bears such title in the 
letters just discussed ; and we have seen that the varied official 
correspondence does not call Asurbanipal the sar Assur after 
the great ceremony, but the m&r-sarru rabu. We would also 
have Seru'a-gterat and Asur-mukln-pale-ia taking precedence of 
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Winckler's theoretical sar kissati in the letter that troubles 
him. Winckler, AOF. II, p. 186, bases his theory upon a letter 
of Nabunadinsum, H, 54, K, 476, to the m&rat-sarri, in which 
the king is called sar kissati beli'a. No proof is offered that 
the letter is written to Esarhaddon's daughter. Even if it were, 
Winckler would have to prove that it was written in the last 
weeks of Esarhaddon's reign, and his theory would still be 
unestablished. For we should ask if the usage of the term sar 
kissati in the letters supports the limited construction Winckler 
would here put upon it. 

The TIK.EN.NA in H. 542, K. 114 addresses Sargon as 
sar kissati beli'a. Would Winckler say Sargon was no longer 
king of Assur? Asurbanipal is addressed as sar m&tati in H. 
266, K. 78, and H. 269, K. 528, though he had a colleague at 
Babylon. Aplft, writing to the queen mother, in H. 324, K. 523, 
calls the king sar m&t&ti. Belibnt prefers bel sarrani beli'a. 
Apia, in H. 326, K. 1249, uses both sar kissati and sar 
m&tftti; evidently of Esarhaddon. Ktidurru prefers sar m&tati. 
Adadsumusur varies; he uses sarru bel m&t&ti in H. 5, K. 
583. Nabu-ukin, H. 750, 83-1-18 280, says ana sar sarrftni. 
Marduk, H. 808, Bu., 91-5-9, 113, uses sar ni&t&ti and bel sar- 
rftni. These are amply illustrative. A subject must recognize 
the king as a king, and as his lord; additional epitheta omantia 
aim at broad compliment, not at precision. The semi-abdication 
of Esarhaddon and a territorial division of authority is not sup- 
ported by the single sar kissati from which Winckler derives it. 

Nor can we accept Winckler's theory that ahu rabu was used 
to designate a brother whom the king had chosen as his successor. 
In AOF. II, p. 185, he advances such a theory with regard to 
the two sons of Esarhaddon, mentioned in L 3 12, 13, and refers 
to K. 581; but K. 581 as published by Harper, 331, contains no 
reference to the matter. Asurb&nipaPs statement in L 3 12, 13, is 
that he "shaved" (see TU.biti excursus, p. 45) Asur-etil-same- 
irsiti-uballit-su as the urigallu of Sin at Harran, Asur-mukin- 
pale-ia as urigallu at (Asur?) cf. Sargon cyl. 5, 6, and HWB., 
p. 129, and "The Semitic City of Refuge," Monist, October, 1905. 
Johns ABLCL., p. 366, places him at Harran, perhaps a confusion 
with his brother ; he does not give the document for the statement. 
These two princes, frequently named in the letters, are not 
accorded any title in them. Winckler, for the sake of variation, 
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abandons urigallu in the cited passage (c/. Brtinnow 6452, 
and HWB. ) for ahu rabu, though the two princes are respec- 
tively called ahu kuddinnu, and ahu sihru in the same lines. 
Samassumukin applies the same terms to them (c/. Lehmann, 
Samassumukin p. 30). H. 370, 81-2-4, 49, may refer to this 
elevation to the rank of "Great Protector." There does not 
seem to me any real support for the theory that an ahu rabu 
might be an alternative for a m&r-sarru rabu. To Winckler's 
interpretation is the further objection that it makes Asurbanipal 
plan a divided authority to succeed himself after he had himself 
objected to such a measure. Moreover, we would conclude there 
was despair of direct succession, and that this record was late in 
the reign of Asurb&nipal. The evidence does not support either 
conclusion. 

The actual order of events in bringing Samassumukin to regal 
dignity and possible co-equality with Asurbanipal seems fairly 
established as against theories hitherto offered (also contra Hom- 
mel, DB., p. 169). What were the intentions of Esarhaddon with 
regard to the exact extent of the authority of each? 2 Some light 
may be gained by further consideration of the requirements of 
oriental diplomatic etiquette. 

Taking up the Tel-el-Ainarna letters in the British Museum, 
as published by Bezold, we find No. 1 beginning "To Kallimma- 
Sin, king of Karadunias, my brother, thus saith Amenophis, the 
great King, king of Egypt, thy brother." No. 2 begins, "To 
Nibmuaria, king of Egypt .... thus saith Burraburias, king 
of Karadunias, thy brother." Nos. 5, 6, 7, "To the king of 
Egypt, his brother, thus says the king of Alasiya, his brother." 
No. 8 is especially to the point: "To Nimmuaria, the great king, 
king of Egypt, my brother, my son-in-law, who loveth me, whom 
I love, thus saith Tusratta, the great king, thy father-in-law, who 
loveth thee, the king of Mitanni, thy brother." Nos. 9, 10, 11, 
show like forms of address. 

Delattre, PSBA., 1891, 539 ff., treats some of the Berlin col- 
lection of Tel-el-Amarna letters, as published by Winckler. In 

2 Tiele, Bab, Assyr. Gesch., pp. 351, 369, 371, makes Asurbanipal a viceroy, about 671 B. C. 
Hommei, Oesch. Bab. und Assyr., p. 694, takes the same view, but dates the event 669 B. C. 
E. Meyer, Geschichte Alterthums, I, p. 447, makes Samassumukin and Asurbanipal to be 
crowned almost simultaneously, both owing their elevation to their father. Lehmann, 
Samassumukin, pp. 33, sqq., holds a similar view; cf. Maspero, Passing of Empires, p. 381. 
Knudtzon, Gebete an den Sonnen Gott, p. 220, does not believe Esarhaddon ever thought of 
setting Agurbftnipal aside for Samassumukin. 
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No. 18, the king of the Hittites addresses the king of Egypt six 
times as "my brother." In No. 32, Tusratta, king of Mitanni, 
uses the term "my brother" thirty-two times of the king of 
Egypt. The king of Alasiya uses the appellation twenty -five 
times of the king of Egypt. The Azlru letters are published by 
Delattre, PSBA., 1891, pp. 215 ff. Letter No. 11 begins '"ana 
Dudu beli'a abi'a 2 umma Azlru maruka arduka 3 ana sepi 
abi'a amkut." So also No. 38. Compare in O. T., Gen. 32, 
17, 18; 33, 5, 8, 9, 13, 14; 1 Kings, 9, 13; 2 Kings 16, 7. Par- 
ticularly interesting is the way in which the king of Israel was 
tricked out of the fruits of his victory over Syria by the quick- 
witted Syrians' claiming the acknowledgment of their king as a 
"brother" instead of a "servant," or "son." So also two sup- 
pliants in LIU. 48 speak of the governor as "our father." 

The examples show that diplomatic correspondence required 
the acknowledgment of equality or independence where it existed. 
Equal precision was to be used in defining the reverse relations. 
"Brother" or "sister," in such correspondence, implies something 
like "peer." Where family relationships existed, these were 
specified; the relative rank was still carefully defined, as in 
the Tusratta letters. "Father" in such addresses might mean 
acknowledgment of subjection ; it might be mere compliment, as 
in Joash's address to the dying Elisha. 3 

Looking now to Assyria, we observe the same usage. Esar- 
haddon (G-. Smith, p. 24) writes to Urtaku, king of Elam: "Peace 
be to Urtaku, king of Elam, my brother." K. 359 (SAS., Abp., 
II, p. 51) begins, "Letter of Ummanaldas, king of Elam, to 
Asurbanipal, king of Assur. Peace be to my brother." 

Considering family relationships, we may remember that 
Sennacherib was mar- sarru rabu; yet when conducting impor- 
tant operations in the North, in his letters to the king his father 
he emphasizes his own inferior rank, beginning always : "To the 
king, my lord, thy servant Sennacherib." See HH. 196-199 ; 
568. Samasmituballit, we have seen, was a younger son of 
Esarhaddon. His letters to the king are then to his father or 
his brother. We have two, H. 341, 82-5-22, 174; H. 766, 
K. 475 ; each beginning, "To the king, my lord, thy servant, 

3 This fact invalidates the theory of Tiele and Lehmann that ASurbanipal might have 
been king of ASSur in the lifetime of Esashaddon. It is based upon the fragmentary K. 2641, 
in which a king of ASSflr addresses the king of Babylon as " my father." See Leh ann, 
SamaiiumuMn, p. 36; Tiele, pp. 330, 352, 370. 
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Samasmituballit. Peace to the king, my lord." The require- 
ments of etiquette in Assyria seem the same as those noted else- 
where. One should not address the king as "my brother" unless 
he were the peer of the king. 

We have letters from Samassumukin. In H. 426, 80-7-19, 
17; he calls the king "my brother" six times; he does not call 
him "my lord." He himself is king of Babylon at the time. 
The broken H. 809, K. 5483, is from him ; the king is twice 
called "my brother." The boundary stone already cited AOF., I, 
498 sqq., makes Samassumukin speak of Asurbanipal as abu 
talimu, "brother of equal rank." It seems clear that he did 
not recognize the over-lordship of Asurbanipal in these docu- 
ments. How then shall we understand his three short letters, 
HH. 534-536, beginning: "To the king, my lord, thy servant, 
Samassumukin " ? It is fair to consider them addressed to 
Esarhaddon. 

Does Asurbanipal recognize the equal rank of Samassumukin ? 
We know he calls the latter "ahu tallmu." We have no letters 
from him to Samassumukiri in the HABL. vols. H. 870, 82-5-22, 
107, already mentioned, Johnston considers inspired by him. 
In view of the unwillingness to concede division of authority 
therein shown, any incidental concessions of fact should be 
accounted of much significance. His effort in several inscriptions 
to make himself the source of his brother's authority must be 
qualified by such incidental concessions, and by the data given 
in the preceding pages. 

Johns, in "The Chronology of Asurb&nipal's Keign," PSBA., 
1905, p. 94, favors the contention of Asurbanipal. "If Esar- 
haddon had set his son upon the throne of Babylon, Samas- 
sumukin must have reigned both in B. 0. 669 and 648, and would 
thus have reigned 22 years. If Esarhaddon did not set him 
upon the throne, no one but Asurbanipal could do it. There was 
no organized native power to elect him." 

The contention is not sound. The argument to exclude B. C. 
669 from Samassumukin's reign would exclude it from Asurbani- 
pal's also. Probably this should be conceded. The data already 
examined seem to show that Esarhaddon's plans were for the 
simultaneous accession of his two sons after his own death. 
What organized native power could then put Asurbftnipal on the 
throne ? 
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Johns, ADD. 477, K. 448, has among the witnesses officers 
of the m&r-sarru and the m&r-sar B&bili. The document is 
dated in Nisan. If the general view be correct, that the great 
assembly in Iyyar consummated Esarhaddon's arrangements for 
the succession; if this assembly be contemplated in the prepara- 
tions we have referred to in the letters, the above document must 
be dated in the following Nisan; for in the preceding one 
Samassumukin would have been but a prospective m&r-sar 
Babili. Letters cited name Asurb&nipal as already a m&r- 
sarru, and greet Samassumukin by name only, seemingly pend- 
ing his elevation. It would seem, then, that in the Nisan fol- 
lowing Esarhaddon's death each prince may have been but a 
mar-sarru of the empire, and that Samassumukin 's actual 
regal dignity must have begun simultaneously with that of his 
brother. 

Johns notices the proclamation, 83-1-18, 45, issued by Zakutu, 
the mother of Esarhaddon, Asurbanipal, Samassumukin, and 
iSamasmltuballit. It declares Asurb&nipal to be the rightful king 
of Assur. Is not Zakutu, possible queen regent, a "native power" 
to be reckoned with? And where is the companion document? 
After the solemn declaration a few months before, would 
Samassumukin have joined in this proclamation unless another 
had simultaneously announced his own position? Again, why the 
emphatic appeal to religion, to ceremonies, oracles, and portents 
in the preparations of Esarhaddon, when Asurb&nipal had for some 
time previously been known as mar-sarru? Clearly, Asurb&ni- 
pal's statement about the great assembly in Iyyar is only a half 
truth, if viewed as coming from a historian of the times, but a 
whole truth, if Asurb&nipal is only writing personal history; and 
that is what Assyrian kings really do. It would seem that we 
must believe that the same solemn oaths that bound the nobles to 
protect the m&r-sarrutu of Asurb&nipal, and afterward his 
kingship of Assur, bound them and him to similar obligations in 
the case of Samassumukin and the two younger brothers. Here 
is a force Johns does not fully recognize. Asurbanipal, in L 3 , 10, 
acknowledges that he was bound in this matter by an oath that 
might not be broken ; in VR. Ill, 77, he also acknowledges his 
father's command. Maspero [Passing of Empires, p. 381) recog- 
nizes the power of oaths and oracles. But for his statement that 
Asurb&nipal proclaimed himself King of Assyria at the same time 
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that Samassumukin proclaimed himself King of Babylon no 
proof is given. 

Johns' contention that Samassumukin's first regnal year could 
not be co-incident with Asurbanipal's (so also Hommel, DB., 
p. 169) because Bel-Marduk was captive in Assyria, and the 
Babylonian king could not there take the hands of Bel, will not 
stand. Knudtzon, No. 149, specifically asks "Let Samassum- 
ukin take the hands of Bfil" in Assur; the very thing Johns and 
Maspero (Passing of Empires, p. 381) think improbable. In 
citing this document both curiously overlook this precative. In 
the boundary stone already cited, AOF. I, 498, the return of Bel- 
Marduk is placed in the reign of Samassumukin. The writer of 
that document certainly thought the accession of the king ante- 
dated the return of Bel. The Babylonian Chronicle, IV, 35, 36, 
says, sattu res Samassumukin ina arah Aaru ilu Bel u 
ilani sa m&t Akk&di ultu alu Assur usunimma ina arah 
Aarti urn XI kam ana Babili erubuni. Samassumukin in 
Stele S 1 and Cyl. L, 15-17, makes like statements. With these 
Babylonian claims compare Asurbanipal's assertion in S 3 , 36-48, 
that the return of Bel occurred in his reign. In L 4 , II, 26-33, 
he places it in the very beginning of his reign. He claims Mar- 
duk returned at his tearful entreaty. Five lines of prayer to the 
god are followed by two lines concerning Samassumukin 's taking 
the hands of Bel; then follow 18 lines vividly portraying the tri- 
umphal procession to Babylon. The Assyrian records corroborate 
the Babylonian. The argument of Johns that Samassumukin's 
reign must have commenced a year later than his brother's does 
not seem established. The documents cited apparently indicate 
simultaneous accession of the brothers, the hands of Bfil being 
taken in Assyria in accordance with Samassumukin's entreaty to 
Samas (see below). The brothers must have acted in concert in 
the matter of the return of Bel ; each telling of his own connection 
with the matter, in the respective inscriptions, and each adding a 
reference to ahi'a talimi'a. 

Johns, in citing Knudtzon, No. 149, says: " Asurb&nipal, 
already king of Assyria," in the month Nisan inquires if Samas- 
sumukin shall take the hands of Bel that year. Consequently, 
Samassumukin could not have become king in the Iyyar in which 
his brother did. But Asurbanipal is not mentioned in this docu- 
ment! Neither is the reigning king of Assyria! The inquiry 
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may have come from the same "committee" that announced Asur- 
banipal as the legitimate successor in Assur. But if the usual 
forms of presenting an inquiry be a safe criterion, we should infer 
that this inquiry is from Samassumukin himself, if we agree that 
No. 147 is from Asurbanipal. Each is presented in the normal 
form: the third person. In Samassumukin' s supplication the 
verbs in the opening sentences are precative; lisbat, lillik; the 
following verbs are interrogative; will it be done? It should be 
noticed that not all of these "Gebete" are from the kings. In 
Kn. 143, 144, we hear of Asurbftnipal as mftr-sarru sa bit 
riduti; in other later ones he is sar Assur. Maspero [Passing 
of Empires, p. 381) also overlooks the form of the above- 
mentioned inquiry of Samas, assuming that it was from Asurbani- 
pal. His statement that the reply was not favorable is mere con- 
jecture; and the statement that Bel had to be sent to Babylon 
before Samassumukin could take his hands disregards the above 
order of events as narrated by Asurbftnipal. 

Adding the evidence of the building inscriptions, we find in 
L 5 and S l , Samassumukin boasts of the restoration of Esagila and 
Ezida, and the re-establishment of the sacrifices. In S 3 , L 2 , Asur- 
bftnipal claims the credit. Each names his ahu talimu in his 
own inscriptions, and each invokes a curse upon him who shall 
erase the two names. The statements are in perfect harmony 
when we remember that an oriental king names the creditable 
actions in which he participated without stating precisely the 
part taken by others therein. The two brothers apparently begin 
their joint reign harmoniously as equals. 

The royal titles outside the RFHarper letters give a little 
light. Samassumukin, in S 1 and L 5 , and AOF. I, 498, does not 
accord to his brother the exalted titles given in the same docu- 
ment to Esarhaddon. His own title indicates territorial juris- 
diction, as though he were sole authority in Sumer and Akkad. 
Asurbanipal, in S 3 , revels in all the old titles: sarru rabu, sarru 
dannu, sar kissati, sar Assur, sar kibrat irbitti, sar 
sarrftni,. rubu la sanftn. He rules from the lower sea to the 
upper sea, and has subdued all princes beneath his feet. In L 2 
is the same. But he has waged no campaign; the inscriptions 
belong to the very beginning of his reign, to the time of the 
return of Bel; compare the parallel L\ IV, I, ina timSsuma. 
The extravagant exordium is merely his indulging in a little idio- 
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matic Assyrian upon the first occasion that offered, though rubu 
1ft sanftn might conflict with his brother's claims. 

But years later, in the Rassam cylinder, we find him going 
back to mar-sarru rabu sa bit-riduti. Is there a sentiment 
in the empire against his assumption of old regal dignities ? Has 
the title invented by Esarhaddon, and placed upon the palace at 
Tarbisi, come to have a peculiar force ? While each brother was 
sarru of a territory, was each thought of as only a mar-sarru of 
the empire ? May we compare the Eastern and Western Csesars 
and Augusti of the twin-capitalled Roman Empire ? In the course 
of the royal annals, Asurb&nipal does not employ the old regal 
titles until the building appendix is reached (X, 57, 58). K. 
2867 (SAS. Abp. II, I) uses the same phraseology. This and 
the Nebo and Belit inscriptions, II R, 66, celebrate the overthrow 
of Elam. The two latter call him only sar Assur. So do K. 
1523 and K. 2652; K. 2674 does so five times. In line 12 it has 
the boast sar Elamti. In 69 recur the old regal titles. The 
colophons of texts in his library usually read: "sar kissati sar 
Assur." Perhaps we should not make much of this current 
abandonment of full old regal titles. As "Crown Prince of the 
Executive Mansion" he would like to have us think his brother 
merely his deputy; notice the phraseology in S 3 , 50-55, L 2 , 11-12, 
andL 3 . 

We have seen the brothers' references to each other. How did 
the Babylonians regard them ? Did they consider their king as 
their own, independent, or as one of two co-ordinate overlords ? 
In K. 233, and in H. 702, 81-2-4, 77 4 the Babylonians bring com- 
plaints before the king. The second letter shows the king is 
Samassumukin. The phraseology of direct address throughout, 
however, is "The kings our lords." Clearly the one king before 
whom the complaint is laid is the local representative of two 
co-ordinate rulers, always joined in one phrase. 

With this Babylonian view contrast the Assyrian. The division 
was not universally acceptable to them; this must qualify our esti- 
mate of their expressions. Kudurru, governor of Erech, H. 754, 
K. 5457, reports to Asurbanipal. The king of Babylon is for him 
merely Samassumukin. Marduk, in H. 807, Bu. 91-5-9, 90, does 
likewise. H. 437, K. 168 does the same. We cannot argue from 
these data with any certainty. Assyrian officers would not be 

*See "The Semitic City of Refuge" in The Monist, October, 190">. 
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anxious to recognize a king of Babylon, and Asurbftnipal, con- 
sidering himself the executive officer of the co-partnership, might 
not be inclined to rebuke such breaches of official etiquette, if 
breaches they were. But there does not seem to have been per- 
sonal bitterness between the brothers at first. The policy to 
which they were sworn was distasteful, but that was all. The 
numerous votive tablets concerning the conquest of Elam con- 
trast curiously with the reticence upon the subject of the over- 
throw of Samassumukin. 

The qualifying phrase, blt-riduti, or bit-kutalli, may be 
noticed. Its meaning is not precisely determined. The great 
pre-Sargonid kings boast of their building operations, but the 
royal habitation is put before us as "a stately pleasure house." 
Sterner necessities, arsenals and armories, are not emphasized. 
But Sennacherib, Taylor prism VI, 28 sqq., tells of rebuilding a 
great arsenal, or armory, an ekal kutalli. As it was too small, 
he tore it down, and rebuilt it on a new site, ana sutesur 
salmftt kakkftde, the storing of war munitions, and "my royal 
abode." 

Esarhaddon, Cyl. A, IV, 49 sqq., rebuilds this ekallu mahirte, 
emphasizing its use as an arsenal, VI, 46 sqq., and as a royal 
abode, V, 29. 

Asurbftnipal calls the great structure built by Sennacherib a 
blt-riduti, VR. X, 51 sqq. It was built by Sennacherib as his 
royal abode; thus Asurbftnipal corroborates his grandfather's 
statement. In I, 27, we observe that Esarhaddon was born there ; 
in X, 59, that Asurbftnipal was also. The latter remodels the 
structure in his turn, calling it still blt-riduti and emphasizing 
its military aspects; in I, 34 he mentions his own military train- 
ing, acquired within its precincts. It is the markas sarruti, in 
I, 24, "the bond of the empire" — its very life. In L 4 , II, 4, blt- 
riduti is asar milki u teme, "the place of consultation and 
news." Two lines further, the kanni ceremony (?) took place 
within it. Compare the Rassam cylinder, I, 23, where it is bit- 
riduti, as against ekallu in the L* passage. 

All of the emphasis of the Sargonids is upon the administra- 
tive purposes of blt-riduti. Successive enlargements of this 
group of government buildings are to meet the administrative 
necessities. "Harem" and "government building" are equally 
plausible from the etymological standpoint. Choice between them 
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should then depend upon the evidence as to the purpose of, or the 
ideas associated with, the structure. We may notice Sargonid 
usage also in Esarhaddon, B, II, 24: mat tftmtim ana sihirtisa 
ridut ahisu usadgil panussu. "Harem" is not possible 
here. We may question if Esarhaddon's great dedicatory feast or 
the solemn proclamation-assembly in Iyyar would be held in a 
harem. Further, Samaisumukin was as much a son of. Esarhad- 
don's "harem" as Asurbftnipal was; yet the title mftr-sarru 
rabu sa bit-riduti, mftr-sarru sa bit-riduti, or mftr-sarru 
sa kutalli, belongs only to the latter. We may suggest "Execu- 
tive Mansion" as an approximate translation; and we can under- 
stand that, if Asurbftnipal could not claim to be "king of all kings, 
king without a rival," as Esarhaddon was, he would at least 
emphasize the fact that he was war-lord of the empire, control- 
ling the great central arsenal ; that he was " Crown Prince of the 
Executive Mansion." 5 

It appears, then, that mar-sarru, or mar-sarru rabu, meant 
for the Sargonids the designated successor, as contrasted with 
other sons of the king. With the later Sargonids, mftr-sarru 
sa bit riduti, or kutalli, distinguished the ruler at the north- 
ern capital from his confrere at the southern. Only Nineveh has 
a bit riduti. We have compared the two mftr-sarru titles to 
the Augustus and Csesar dignities of the later Roman empire ; 
and we have on record a dispute between two court ladies about 
precedence which might support the view that, so far as the entire 
empire was concerned, Asurbftnipal was held to be legitimately 
only a mftr-sarru sa bit riduti ; that his later claim upon the 
old titles was regarded by some as usurpation, or disregard of his 
oath. For some discussion of this letter H. 308, K. 16196, see 
Johnston, JAOS., 1899, pp. 244 sqq. 

"Message of the Princess to Asur-sarrat : Thou dost not 
properly address thy letter to me, nor dost thou mention thine 
own title. Will not people say, This lady is the peer of Seru'a- 
fiterat, the Princess Royal, daughter of Asur-etil-ilftni-ukinni, the 
great king, the mighty king, the universal king, the king of 
Assyria? And thou art only the daughter of the daughter-in- 
law of the wife of Asurbftnipal, the Crown Prince of the Executive 
Mansion, son of Esarhaddon, king of Assyria." 

sDelitzsch connects kutallu with Hebrew bn3> Arabic (J*a5. Shall we understand 
it as referring to the concentration of military stores? Did the city Ku-ta-al-la ki 
in LIH. 47, derive its name from its being an arsenal city*? 



The Esaehaddon Succession 79 

Seru'a-eterat claims for herself the title she concedes Asur- 
bftnipal. Asur-etil-ilani we know was succeeded by his brother. 
Had he really designated his daughter as his successor? We 
may recall the prestige of Sammur&mit, the Semiramis of the 
Greeks ; Esarhaddon's appointment of Tabua, a lady brought up 
at his court, as ruler of an Arabian kingdom (cyl. A. Ill, 13 sqq.); 
and the frequent occurrence of sakintu, or lady saknu, in 
the contract literature. Compare also "the year when the king 
raised Nikis-midasu, the daughter of the king, to rulership over 
Marhasi" (Radau, EBH. 257; Scheil, Bee. Trav., XIX, 55). On 
EBH., p. 186, Radau translates a tablet of a princess "a glorious 
one," who makes a votive offering of a mace for the welfare of 
her father. 

The term m&r-sarru occurs in two or three other places in 
the Sargonid letters. In H. 466, S. 51, we hear of m&r-sar mftt 
An-di-a-a. In H. 633, K. 1366, obv. 16, we have ardftni sa 
zinnisat ekal mftr-sarri. The former is irrelevant to our 
inquiry; the latter, in a badly broken letter, affords no infor- 
mation. 

What were the motives for Esarhaddon's policy ? It has been 
thought that he was predisposed in Babylon's favor, or Samas- 
sumukin's, and that a modification of his first plans in their 
favor was forced at the last. So Winckler, AOF. I, p. 415. 
The data we have reviewed render this supposed order of events 
improbable ; further, a disturbance powerful enough to force 
Samassumukln out of the destined kingship of Assur might well 
have forced him out of all authority whatsoever. We may revert 
to the tremendous religious influences brought to bear by Esar- 
haddon. The problem of sacred asylum cities was a serious one 
for the Assyrian kings. 6 We know of their alternate revocation 
and restoration of sacred privileges ; their consecration and con- 
fiscation of temple lands. We hear of Sargon, probably an 
usurper, coming to the front with a restoration of the sacred 
privileges of Harran and Assur (cyl. 5 and 6), which had been 
set aside by Salmaneser IV. Babylon was but one item in a 
great problem ; and we must add to the elevation of Samassumukln 
to the kingship of Kardunias, Asurbanipal's statement L 3 , 12, 13, 
that two other brothers were placed at the head of two great 
sacred cities. Probably we should consider this done at the 

« See article, "The Semitic City of Refuge," The Monist, October, 1905. 
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command of Esarhaddon, for the preceding statement about the 
oath exacted by Esarhaddon that might not be broken fairly 
introduces the honors of all three brothers. We may recognize 
an effort to solve the conflict between the secular power and the 
surviving privileged cities by placing members of his family in 
the four great official positions, and binding all with solemn 
oaths. It was as futile as similar efforts made by Egyptian 
kings. 



